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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-43 are presented for examination; claims 1 , 29, and 36 independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because they do not provide a 
concrete, tangible, and useful result. The claims essentially generate an email, 
however nothing is done with this email and therefore this merely amounts to the 
modification of software or a calculation of a value. As such, since nothing is done with 
this particular email, this does not satisfy the concrete, tangible, and useful result clause 
as required by MPEP 2106. It is requested to amend the claim such that an action is 
done to the email to provide a result (i.e. sending the email back to the sender of the 
incoming email). Correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 1, 2, 14, 23, 27, 29, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Smith et al. (US 20030172133) (hereinafter Smith). 

4. Referring to claim 1 , Smith discloses a method of processing incoming emails 
(i.e. electronic request from a user) (e.g. abstract), the method comprising: 

receiving an incoming email (Figure 1; p. 1, H 24); 

determining whether the email requires a response (i.e. all emails require a 
response, and therefore the system inherently determines whether the email requires a 
response) (e.g. abstract); 

generating an auto reply email to the incoming email (i.e. auto-response) (Figure 
2, ref. 30 and related portions of the disclosure); and 

wherein the incoming email is processed to determine characteristics of the auto 
reply email (i.e. based on the nature of the request determined by examining keywords 
from the incoming email, generate possible solutions and send them back) (p. 2, U 41). 

5. Referring to claim 2, Smith discloses separating the email into a plurality of parts, 
the parts including control information (i.e. extract the email address of the sender) 
(Figure 2, ref. 22); and processing the control information to determine characteristics of 
the email (U 37). 
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6. Referring to claim 14, Smith discloses generating the auto reply email comprises 
separating the email into a plurality of parts, the parts including a message body portion, 
processing the message body portion producing an extracted text portion (i.e. question), 
choosing an auto reply email template, and forming the auto reply email using the email 
template and adding the extracted information into the template (p. 2, U 45). 

7. Referring to claim 23, Smith discloses determining if the email is one of a reply 
containing a customer inquiry that requires a response (i.e. if a call has already been 
created, information is retrieved from the system (Figure 2, ref. 22; p. 2, j| 37). 

8. Claims 27, 29, and 31 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 19, 24, 25, 30, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Smith. 
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10. Referring to claim 19, Smith discloses the invention substantively as described in 
claim 14. Smith does not explicitly state that the system is capable of removing 
attachments from the message, however this feature is well known in networking in 
order to prevent virus attacks from unknown senders. By this rationale, "Official Notice" 
is taken that both the concepts and advantages of providing for the removal of 
attachments is well known and expected in the art. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Smith to incorporate the well known 
features of attachment removal in order to reduce bandwidth over a link, as well as to 
ensure the security of the network from viruses. 

1 1 . Referring to claims 24 and 25, Smith discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 1 , however does not specifically disclose receiving a no-reply from 
address to an email sent to a plurality of customers, however this feature is well known 
with spammers to determine whether this particular email address is valid. By this 
rationale, "Official Notice" is taken that both the concepts and advantages of providing 
for determining if a no-reply from address is received is well known and expected in the 
art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teaching of Smith to determine if a reply has come from an address in order to ensure 
that email lists are up to date for the customer database and to be able to prune 
addresses accordingly. 

12. Claims 30, and 38 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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Claims 3, 4, 7, 12, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Smith in view of Garey (US 20030025943). 

13. Referring to claim 3, Smith discloses the invention substantively as described in 
claim 2. Smith does not specifically disclose the control information includes a region 
identifier and an application identifier to determine a particular template for the reply 
email, however Smith discloses utilizing control information to determine the particular 
template (see claims above). In analogous art, Carey discloses extracting tracking 
identifiers from the reply emails to track the particular transactions (i.e. tracking codes) 
(p. 3, 40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teaching of Carey with Smith in order to utilize the tracking codes of Carey with the 
incoming 'calls' of Smith to further track the customer's interactions with the system, 
resulting in a more efficient solutions to be found with the helpdesk system of Smith. 

14. Claims 4, 7, 12, and 35 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Claims 5, 6, 21 , 22, 26, 28, 32, 33, 36, 37, and 39-43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith in view of Carey in view of Matthews et 
al. (USPN 6,865,268) (hereinafter Matthews). 
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1 5. Referring to claims 5 and 6, Smith-Carey discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 4. Smith-Carey does not specifically disclose that the email template 
includes a webpage or text message linked to a customer feedback tool. In analogous 
art, Matthews discloses another method of customer management which sends emails 
back to people which includes a link to a feedback web form where the customer is 
capable of providing feedback (any email which includes an internet link can be 
construed as a web page) (col. 9, lines 44-58). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Matthews with Smith and Carey in 
order to allow the users of Smith the ability to provide feedback on how well the 
automated response system is able to answer their questions appropriately, thereby 
providing an avenue for a customer to notify an administrator as to how well the system 
can appropriately answer a question supplied by a customer. 

16. Claims 21 , 22, 26, 28, 32, 33, 36, 37, and 39-43 are rejected for similar reasons 
as stated above. 

Claims 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Smith in view of Tomono (US 20030177189). 

17. Referring to claim 8, Smith discloses the invention substantively as described in 
claim 2. Smith does not specifically, disclose the control information includes a reply 
email loop count. In analogous art, Tomono discloses an email handling system which 
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discloses tracking the number of replies to a sender email, and if the number of replies 
is greater than a threshold, then halting the sending of emails (see claims 4 and 8, and 
Figures 5 and 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teaching of Smith with Tomono in order to reduce automatically generated 
emails and reducing superfluous email transmissions from auto reply systems. 

1 8. Claims 9-1 2 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

19. Referring to claim 1 3, Smith-Tomono discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 12. Smith-Tomono do not specifically disclose that the application 
identifier identifies one of a marketing application, billing application or confirm status 
application, however numerous identifiers can be added to emails to determine the 
source and routing information. By this rationale, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
understand the benefits of using the identifiers to identify a marketing, billing, or status 
application in order to help identify particular routing in the agent call system of Smith, 
thereby allowing the system a further identifier to use in order to properly route the email 
to a proper destination which could fulfill a particular request. 

Claims 15-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smith in view of Dezonno (US 20030172185). 
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20. Referring to claims 1 5-1 7, Smith discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 14. Smith does not explicitly state that the email comprises HTML, 
converting the email into text, removing lines, truncating the text, and inserting the text 
into a web field in the email template. In analogous art, Dezonno discloses another 
email transmission method which can extract keywords from a sent email, and then 
insert data into web fields embedded in the templates to generate auto emails (Figure 3; 
p. 4, U 38-43). Although the use of removing HTML tags is not expressly taught, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would clearly understand that HTML could be found in the email 
body, since HTML based emails are prevalent in the art, and systems which extract field 
codes and truncate data based on field sizes are well known in the art. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Dezonno with 
Smith in order to provide an efficient method for the population of email templates to the 
system of Smith. 

21 . Claims 1 8 and 20 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Conclusion .. 

22. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Joseph E. Avenino, Examiner 
November 12, 2007 



